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Commissioner for Patents 

The reply brief received 8/29/08 contains similar arguments as the Appeal brief filed 3/24/08. However, it is apparent that the 
appellant has misconstrued Examiner's responses to arguments. 

Appellents argue in substance that Examiner's position has changed regarding the combination of Lee and Holtz. It is from this 
general misinterpretation that appellants' arguments have come from. Appellants specifically argue that Examiner relies on Lee to 
teach "session information pertaining to the current communication session between the networked device and a server, the session 
information being separate from the request for delivery of image information and the image delivery parameter and the image 
presentation parameter associated with the networked device being contained in the session information". As is apparent from pages 
5 and 10 of the Examiner's Answer filed 6/30/08 and the final rejection on 5/4/07, Examiner specifically points to Lee in view of 
Holtz for teaching this limitation. The appellant repeatedly states that Holtz is "silent regarding session information" (see reply brief 
page 8). Holtz specifically teaches session information information pertainiing to the current communication session between the 
networked device and a server, the session information being separate from the request for delivery of image information and the 
image delivery parameter and the image presentation parameter associated with the netowked device being contained in the session 
information (abstract, 0207, 0213). Therefore, Lee in view of Holtz still teach the limitations as currently claimed. 

No further action is deemed necessary by the Examiner and the case will be forwarded to the BPAI. 
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